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Notes:
(1) Gifts are a subset of, and are included in, expenditure totals. report their highest educational attainment to be 8th grade or less, compared with 1 in 10 members of the oldest generation.
While generational differences in demographic and other characteristics may affect the expenditure patterns described later in the article, some of these characteristics (home and vehicle ownership rates) are "temporary," associated with the Millennials' point in the lifecycle. Others are permanent (race and ethnicity), or unlikely to change much (educational attainment), and will likely influence Millennial expenditure patterns throughout the lifecycle. Therefore, it will be interesting to monitor Millennials as they get older, to see how they shape general expenditure patterns in years to come and how they differ from their counterparts in different eras.
Expenditure levels
Given the aforementioned relationship between income and age, it is not surprising that most major expenditure categories-defined here as food, housing, apparel and services, transportation, healthcare, and entertainmentfollow the same pattern as income, peaking for Generation Xers and declining thereafter. 19 (See table 1 .) The two exceptions are healthcare and entertainment.
Healthcare spending, which includes only out-of-pocket expenditures in the CE, mostly increases with age (as expected a priori) but peaks with the Silent generation. There are a few possible explanations for this result. First, it could be that the GI generation has access to insurance policies that cost less and cover more than the policies of younger groups. This could be because GIs were "grandfathered" into programs that were later discontinued. It also could be because they have the lowest incomes, which makes them more likely than younger groups to receive coverage through Medicaid or another government-assisted insurance program. 20 Regardless, it is reasonable to expect that a larger portion of the Generation Xers' children are older than age 2, since even the youngest Generation Xers (35 years old) are old enough to have children whose age ranges from 3 to teenage, while only the oldest Millennials (34 years old) are. If so, this easily explains the apparel figure. Similar MONTHLY LABOR REVIEW logic could be applied to the "personal services" category, which consists of four items: babysitting and child care;
care for the elderly and persons with disabilities; adult day care centers; and day care centers, nursery, and preschools. The first and fourth categories in this list are clearly related to young children, and therefore it is not surprising that, in total, Millennials spend a larger average amount on personal services than the other generations.
Finally, higher Millennial spending on "other vehicles" could also be explained by age. This category consists mainly of motorcycles, new and used, 25 and it is not surprising that the youngest generation would be most likely to purchase this type of vehicle. However, this result must be interpreted with caution because of the high variance associated with other-vehicle expenditures for all generations except the GI generation, for which there were no reports of other-vehicle expenditures in 2015. 26 (See appendix.)
Aggregate shares
Another useful tool for measuring spending differences across generations is the aggregate share. This share is the ratio of total spending on a particular good or service for a group of interest to the total spending on the same good or service for the population. For example, if $1 million worth of good X is sold in an economy and if group A accounts for $100,000 of that spending, the aggregate share of group A for good X is 10 percent. This share is particularly useful when compared with the proportion of the population for which group A accounts. For example, if group A accounts for 15 percent of the population, it is "underspending" its share; however, if it accounts for only 5
percent of the population, it is "overspending" its share. Millennials also overspend their share for household operations (23.6 percent), largely because of their overspending on personal services (40.5 percent). Generation Xers also overspend their shares for these two items, probably for reasons discussed earlier (i.e., presence of young children in the consumer unit).
The next items in the Millennial "overspending" category are apparel and services for children under age 2 (46.1 percent, or more than twice the Millennial population share) and boys ages 2 to 15 (26.4 percent). However, the surprise is the item for which Millennials underspend: apparel for girls ages 2 to 15 (18.6 percent). It may be that apparel for girls has certain characteristics (such as price or durability) that would cause its share to differ in this way from the share for boys' apparel. Once again, the finding is interesting, but exploring the reasons behind it is beyond the scope of CE data.
Millennials overspend their share for another expenditure category related to children's apparel: toys, hobbies, and playground equipment (25.0 percent). Again, the presence of young children in Millennial families would easily explain this overspending. However, it seems that the overspending applies only to Millennials' own children, not to those in other families (friends or relatives), because Millennials, along with the GI generation, underspend their share for gifts of toys, games, arts and crafts, and tricycles. There could be many reasons for this finding. For example, given that Millennials have the most children and the lowest income before taxes (at least among the "working" generations), they may have less to spend on gifts of toys and related items for children in other families.
It also may be that gifts of this type are more naturally the province of the grandparents. (Note that, at 50 years of age in 2015, the oldest Generation Xers plausibly have young grandchildren. Members of the GI generation also may have young grandchildren, but it is likely that these grandchildren are older.) Because table 2 does not show the percentage of consumer units reporting expenditures, it is not possible to ascertain whether Millennials are purchasing fewer gifts (or at least making less frequent shopping trips for them) than older generations or if they purchase the same, or even greater, number of gifts (or with the same or greater frequency) but spend less in total.
Examining these possibilities would require an analysis of microdata and, therefore, is beyond the scope of this article.
Perhaps more interesting are the findings for transportation expenditures. Millennials overspend their share for vehicle purchases and finance charges (both 23.9 percent). This is due to the group overspending its shares for used cars and trucks (23.9 percent) and other vehicles (33.8 percent). Again, vehicles in the latter category are likely to be motorcycles, new or used.
Finally, Millennials overspend their share for education (25.7 percent). Given their age and educational attainment, they likely invest in their own education. Generation Xers and Baby Boomers also overspend their shares for education. However, this overspending, particularly that for Baby Boomers, is more likely due to education expenditures for children or other family members than to similar expenditures for Boomers themselves, especially since Boomers are old enough to have college-age children.
Total expenditure shares
Given that Millennials have the lowest average income of the "working" generations, it is not surprising that they spend less, on average, on most goods and services in terms of absolute dollars. It is also not surprising that they underspend their share for most goods and services when these goods and services are examined in the context of consumer expenditures in the economy as a whole.
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Analyzing total expenditure shares can be helpful in comparing consumer welfare in cases such as these, in which aggregate-share differences are not so revealing. These shares are the ratio of expenditures on a given item or in a given category of items to the sum of expenditures on all items. For example, if a consumer unit spends $15 on food and $300 on all goods and services including food, the total expenditure share for food is 5 percent ($15/$300). 29 Total expenditure shares for food are often used as a measure of consumer welfare, a practice dating back to a finding by Ernst Engel in 1857. Engel, who at one time headed the Prussian statistical department, found that as income increases, the share of income allocated to food decreases, even if food expenditures increase in actual levels. This outcome occurs when income increases by a larger percentage than the concomitant increase in food expenditures. The measure of total expenditure shares for food can be used as a welfare indicator, because the larger the share of income allocated to food (an absolute necessity of life), the smaller the remaining proportion that could be allocated to everything else. 30 With percent for Millennials to 8.6 percent for the GI generation. The opposite is true for food-away-from-home shares, which fall sharply and steadily from 6.1 percent for Millennials to 3.7 percent for the GI generation. This may be due to decreased mobility and family size for the oldest generation, rather than differences in economic welfare. 
(1) Gifts are a subset of, and are included in, expenditure totals. Silents, and 0.7 percent for GIs).
Expenditure shares for apparel are similar across the three "working" generations, ranging from 3.2 to 3.6 percent.
However, the shares decline sharply for the Silent (2.0 percent) and GI (0.8 percent) generations. Again, this is likely because, in addition to having smaller families, the "retired" generations do not require apparel for work. 31 Finally, the healthcare shares are interesting not so much for their direction (increasing with age), but for their magnitude. The healthcare share of Millennials (4.9 percent) is only about one-third of the share of the GI generation (14.1 percent). The main reason for this difference appears to be health insurance payments, which account for 3.5 percent of Millennial total expenditures, but 11.6 percent of GI total expenditures. The most similar shares are those allocated to medical supplies, which account for 0.2 percent of Millennial total expenditures and 0.8 percent of GI total expenditures. 
Budget shares

Food budget
Similarly to total expenditure shares, food-budget shares provide some interesting insights. (See table 5 .) For example, while cereal and bakery products constitute only about 1 percent of total expenditures (regardless of generation), they constitute about 12 to 15 percent of food-at-home expenditures (or 1 out of every 7 or 8 dollars spent on food at home). Therefore, budget shares provide a more meaningful context for analysis. For example, one might be interested in learning which group allocates the largest share of its food-at-home budget to "healthful"
foods (e.g., fresh fruits and vegetables) and the smallest share to "special treat" foods (e.g., sugar and other sweets). Cereal and bakery products. As already noted, the budget share for cereal and bakery products ranges from 12 to 15 percent. Because cereal and cereal products account for similar shares across generations (3.6 to 5.0 percent), the difference is due to bakery products. While the younger generations (Millennials through Boomers) allocate less than 9 percent of their food-at-home budget to these products, the older generations (Silents and GIs) allocate nearly 11 percent. However, because the category of bakery products includes a large range of items (white bread, cookies, crackers, biscuits and rolls, cakes and cupcakes, etc.), it is difficult to draw any conclusions from this observation alone.
Meat products.
More interesting is the meat, poultry, fish, and eggs budget (or, simply, the "meat budget"). Once For eggs, an item in the poultry budget, the Millennial budget share (7.8 percent) is closer to the shares of the Silent and GI generations (8.0 percent and 9.0 percent, respectively) than to the shares of the more similar in age Baby Boomers and Generation Xers (6.8 percent and 6.6 percent, respectively). This may be because, as noted in a previous article on food expenditures, "older family members grew up when eggs were considered a quintessential part of any healthful breakfast, while the younger family members [i.e., the Baby Boomers when the article was written] grew up hearing about the relationship of cholesterol to heart disease." 32 The article also stated that "if the younger families are raising their children to be concerned about egg consumption, the relationship of egg consumption to age will probably continue; that is, all families will decrease consumption, but older families will continue to purchase eggs more frequently than younger families, with the gap between older and younger families continuing to shrink." 33 However, in 2000, the American Heart Association (AHA) changed its recommendations on egg consumption, 34 reversing its "highly publicized 1970s recommendation…to restrict egg consumption and limit dietary cholesterol intake to ≤300 mg/d." 35 The shares pattern described here is consistent with the prediction of the literature, only reversing when the AHA changed its recommendations. The Baby Boomers and Generation X, who would have been young adults either when the 1970s recommendation was announced or when it was reversed in 2000, allocate the smallest portion of the meat budget to eggs, while Millennials, the oldest of whom were young adults when the AHA changed recommendations, allocate a larger portion to eggs. Nevertheless, care must be taken when interpreting these shares. They do not directly account for factors such as the percentage of each age group reporting egg expenditures or the quantities each group purchased. 36 Taken as a whole, the preceding results suggest that, compared with other generations, Millennials spend a larger share of the meat budget on poultry and a smaller share on fish and seafood. At the other end of the age and spending spectra, the GI generation spends smaller shares on beef and pork and a larger share on fish and seafood. In addition to the aforementioned health and nutritional concerns, other factors, such as income and family size, would differ across generations, and these differences would affect the allocation of the meat budget. Relative prices (e.g., is beef more or less expensive per pound than pork?) would also affect that allocation, but they are not easily available. 37
Fruits and vegetables. Budget shares for fruits and vegetables also show generational differences, with Millennials, Generation Xers, and Baby Boomers spending about half of their budgets for each item (fresh or processed).
However, the older generations spend decidedly larger shares on fruit (fresh or processed): 53 percent for the Silent generation and over 57 percent for the GI generation. (See figure 5c.) Fruits and vegetables generally constitute a larger share of food-at-home expenditures for these groups (more than 20 percent) than they do for the younger groups (less than 20 percent). This result, coupled with the fact that the older groups spend smaller shares on meat (under 21 percent) than the younger groups (22 to 23 percent), may again indicate differences between the nutritional needs of older and younger consumers (e.g., older consumers may have greater concerns about cholesterol or saturated fats).
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Other food at home. The share of "other food at home" in the total food budget is also interesting in the aggregate and its components. First, as was the case for other major items in the food-at-home budget, it is similar for the "working" generations (ranging from 35 percent for Boomers and Generation Xers to 36 percent for Millennials) and lower for the "retired" generations (ranging from 32 percent for GIs to 34 percent for Silents). A major reason for the difference between younger and older generations is the share of other food at home allocated to "miscellaneous foods." (See figure 5d.) As its name implies, this category includes a diverse array of foods. Many of these are "convenience foods," such as frozen meals, canned and packaged soups, prepared salads, and prepared desserts, which require relatively little preparation time, an important consideration for those who are outside the home most of the day. 38 Others are foods associated with children, such as baby food, as well as potato chips and other snacks. Sometimes, these items ("convenience foods" and "children's foods") overlap: some children will gladly eat canned pasta, but will not touch a fresh vegetable. 39 Given that Millennials are both of working age and the most likely of the groups to have young children-and that the oldest groups are of retirement age and the least likely to have young children-it is not surprising that the share of other food at home allocated to miscellaneous foods decreases substantially from the Millennial (56 percent) to the GI generation (48 percent).
Despite their higher likelihood of having young children, Millennials allocate the smallest share (less than 9 percent) of other food at home to sugar and sweets. However, there is no clear generational pattern for this share, as Generation Xers and Silents allocate nearly identical shares (12.0 and 12.1 percent, respectively), followed by GIs and Boomers (11.6 and 10.9 percent, respectively).
Similarly, Millennials spend the smallest share on fats and oils (7.3 percent), while the oldest groups spend the largest shares (over 9 percent). However, the data do not allow for specific conclusions to be drawn, as the types of fats and oils are not listed in the experimental table. The category includes items as diverse as margarine, salad dressing, nondairy cream and imitation milk, and peanut butter, along with a general category of "fats and oils." 
Housing budget
In considering the housing budget, the discussion adopts an "outlays" instead of "expenditure" approach to analysis. The basic difference between approaches is that, for technical reasons, expenditures on owned housing include mortgage interest but not principal; outlays for housing include principal. 40 
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Given this, the interesting feature of the allocation of housing outlays is the similarities, rather than the differences, across generations. The differences are largely expected and occur mostly between the GI generation and the younger generations. For example, the GI generation spends the largest share of the housing budget on basic shelter (i.e., rent or mortgage, plus maintenance, taxes, and related costs) and utilities, in part because it spends the smallest amount on items such as household furnishings and equipment (less than 5 percent, compared with more than 8 percent for the other groups). In comparison, all non-GI generations allocate similar shares to basic shelter and utilities (74 to 79 percent), housekeeping supplies (3 to 4 percent), and household furnishings and equipment (8 to 10 percent). The only exception is household operations, the share for which has a V-shaped relationship with age. Starting at 8 percent of housing outlays for Millennials, the share decreases to 5 percent for Baby Boomers, before increasing back to 8 percent for the GI generation. This relationship is not surprising given that a major component of household operations is personal services, a category including both child care (babysitting and child care; day care centers, nursery, and preschools) and adult care (care for elderly, invalids, handicapped, etc.; and adult day care centers). Presumably, Millennials spend more on child care, and the GI generation spends more on adult care.
Healthcare budget
An analysis of cross-generational differences in spending on healthcare reveals some notable findings. First, the levels of total healthcare expenditures increase substantially for each generation from Millennials ($2,325) to Silents ($5,976), before falling for the GI generation ($4,626). Even when adjusted for family size, which peaks for Generation X (3.2), spending per member is still higher for the Silent generation ($3,515) than for the GI generation ($3,304), whose members presumably require more care than those who are younger. As noted previously, this result may be explained by differences in medical insurance cost and coverage. In any case, although Genera- similarly to each other, although differently from the other groups. They allocate 67 to 68 percent to health insurance, 18 percent to medical services, 11 to 12 percent to drugs, and 3 to 4 percent to medical supplies. In contrast, the oldest group spends nearly three-fourths (73 percent) on health insurance, with by far the smallest share of any generation (12 percent) allocated to medical services and the largest (although not substantially so) share to medical supplies (5 percent). The remainder (10 percent) is allocated to drugs.
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Entertainment budget
Finally, with respect to the entertainment budget (see figure 7) , the easiest patterns to explain are not those for Millennials, but those for the GI generation. Among all groups examined, the GI generation has the lowest level of expenditure on entertainment ($885) and, of this expenditure, allocates the smallest shares to fees and admissions (6 percent), pets (12 percent), and toys, hobbies, and playground equipment (under 3 percent). In contrast, members of this group spend, by far, the largest share on audio and visual equipment and services (73 percent).
All of these findings may be influenced by the lack of mobility associated with age: fees and admissions require a visit to a theater, an arena, or another venue; toys, hobbies, and playground equipment, if purchased, are more likely to be for children outside the consumer unit and therefore less frequently purchased; pets require care; and audio and visual equipment and services include cable and satellite television services, which, by definition, are to be enjoyed inside the home.
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Across the other generations, spending on entertainment does not exhibit any discernable patterns. For example, shares for fees and admissions are substantially larger for Generation Xers (29 percent) than for the other groups (19 to 22 percent). However, Millennials spend more than Generation Xers or Baby Boomers on audio and visual equipment, perhaps because that category includes video games (software, hardware, and accessories) in addition to the aforementioned cable and satellite television. Nevertheless, among those younger than the GI generation, the largest share for audio and visual equipment is allocated by the Silent Generation (45 percent), whose total entertainment expenditures ($2,276) are similar, on average, to those of Millennnials ($2,186).
Although Millennials spend less on entertainment ($2,186) than Generation Xers ($3,231), both groups allocate nearly identical shares to pets (15 and 16 percent, respectively) and toys, hobbies, and playground equipment (5 and 6 percent, respectively). More interesting is the contrast among the younger generations, in particular that associated with their spending allocations to the category of other entertainment supplies, equipment, and services. This category includes items related to outdoor recreation (boats, bicycles, campers, camping, hunting and fishing equipment, etc.), photography, and catered affairs (live entertainment and rental of party equipment).
Despite the fact that, on average, Generation Xers and Baby Boomers have nearly identical entertainment expenditures ($3,231 and $3,286, respectively), the Generation Xers allocate a substantially smaller share to other entertainment (12 percent) than Boomers (21 percent). Furthermore, despite spending about 50 percent less on total entertainment ($2,186), Millennials allocate 15 percent to other entertainment, a share that is between the shares of the two next older groups.
Summary and conclusions
Researchers are concerned about economic conditions across generations for various reasons. For example, those interested in policymaking or policy outcomes are concerned with measuring these conditions to better understand the successes and challenges faced by each generation-an understanding that could help promote the general welfare effectively. In addition, nonresearchers are naturally interested in this topic. For example, those in the middle of the lifecycle may wonder how they compare with their peers, how well-off their children or parents are, or, by looking at an older generation, how they might better prepare for their own future.
While the CE program has traditionally provided tables showing expenditure patterns by standard age groups (under age 25, age 25 to 34, etc.), in 2015 it first posted experimental tables (2014 data) showing expenditures by the five (generally recognized) generations living today: the Millennial generation, Generation X, the Baby Boom generation, the Silent generation, and the GI generation. The production of experimental (now regular) tables is particularly important at a time when so much attention has shifted to the youngest of these groups, the Millennials. Born in 1981, the oldest Millennials are entering middle age (they turned 34 in 2015, when the data for this article were collected) and will be followed by a new generation of young adults, whose name will undoubtedly emerge in popular media and culture soon.
This article analyzed data from the 2015 experimental table, the third of its type. 42 Several comparisons across generations were presented. One of the most interesting findings of the analysis was that the racial and ethnic differences across generations are widening. Millennials and Generation Xers are more likely to be Black or Hispanic than other generations. In addition, the Millennial generation is better educated, on average, than previous generations, with its members being more likely to have at least some college experience.
Some differences across generations are expected, reflecting general lifecycle patterns. For example, family size peaks with Generation Xers and is smallest for the GI generation. The same pattern holds for vehicle ownership rates and average annual income before taxes. Homeownership rates peak for the Silent generation, perhaps because members of the GI generation who move to assisted-living (or similar) facilities are considered "renters" in the CE.
Given that income and family size are so different for each generational cohort-and that the effects of these factors on expenditures at the total or component level are self-evident-the article examined various expenditure shares. The general objective was to see whether the portions of the dollars spent on categories of goods or services (e.g., food at home) differ across generations, and if so, what this might mean for the economic well-being of these groups.
Often, the results are surprising not because they reveal differences across generations, but because they reveal so many similarities. For example, given that Millennials have lower incomes, it is not surprising that their share of aggregate expenditures for most items is smaller than their population share. (Millennials accounted for about 23 percent of all consumer units in 2015, but less than 23 percent of total spending on many goods and services.)
However, each generation allocates between 12 and 13 percent of total expenditures to food. Similarly, regardless of generation, food at home accounts for 7 to 9 percent of total expenditures, while food away from home accounts for 4 to 6 percent of total expenditures. This finding is particularly important within an "Engel" framework, in which the larger a group's share of income (or total expenditures) allocated to items other than food (particularly other than food at home), the better off economically that group is considered to be. This allocation pattern means that the group has more money left over to spend on goods and services that are less necessary to life than food.
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However, as shown earlier, the analysis of total expenditure shares masks interesting differences within expenditure categories. For example, within the food budget, the shares allocated to food at home and food away from home vary substantially by generation. The share allocated to food at home rises considerably with each generation, from 53 percent for Millennials to 70 percent for GIs. The converse is true for food away from home, the share for which declines from 47 percent for Millennials to 30 percent for the GI generation. This pattern is undoubtedly related to mobility, but also to working status. Since retired older consumers do not go out to eat lunch with coworkers, do not visit an employer's cafeteria, etc., they do not make purchases for some items that would be considered food away from home.
As noted throughout the text, comparisons of expenditure patterns across generations should be made and 
Appendix: the role of variance in interpreting CE data
In comparisons of two or more groups, the mean of the data is a useful statistic. The mean describes an outcome for each member of a group, if all members of that group were the same. For example, mean income is the amount each group member would receive if all members pooled their incomes and then divided the total equally among themselves. In the case of CE data, mean expenditures indicate the amount each consumer unit in a given demographic group would contribute toward aggregate (i.e., total population) expenditures by all consumer units in that group for a particular good or service (again, with each consumer unit in the group spending the same amount for the good or service).
However, the mean can be identical for two groups, even if the contribution of each member to that mean is different. For example, consider two groups of 20 consumers. In the first group, each consumer spends $5 for food away from home on a certain day; in the second group, half of the consumers spend $10, and the other half do not purchase food away from home. In total, each group spends $100. The mean expenditure for each group is $5, but the variance, or the spread of the expenditures around that mean, is different: it is $0 for the first group and positive (about $26.32) for the second. 44 In an extreme case, suppose only one consumer in an otherwise similar third group spends $100 for food away from home that day, and all others in the group spend $0. The mean of the third group is also $5, but the variance ($500) is larger than that of any other group considered. 45 As these examples illustrate, the larger the variance, the greater the spread of values among the individual members of the group relative to the mean of the group when means (and group sizes) are identical. Therefore, it is useful to consider the variance in order to get an idea of how widely the observations within a group are spread around the mean.
Nevertheless, because the means published in CE tables are derived from samples, not the complete U.S.
population, variances computed from the samples are less important in themselves than their use is in estimating how well the sample reflects the entire group of interest (i.e., the U.S. population). To understand this, consider the following example.
Suppose that each member of the three groups described earlier is one of an identical large number (say, 5,000)
of identical members in a larger group (e.g., in group 1, 100,000 members each spend $5; in group 2, 50,000 spend $0 and 50,000 spend $10; and, in group 3, 95,000 spend $0 and 5,000 spend $100). Together, these "enhanced" groups form a new population. The mean expenditure for the population is $5. However, suppose that for some reason (e.g., cost), it is not feasible to collect information from every member of the population of interest (the 300,000 consumers in this example). Therefore, a random subset of, say, 100 members from the population is sampled. The mean is expected to be about, but not exactly, $5. A different random subset, even of the same size, is expected to have a mean slightly different from that of the first sample. If this process were repeated multiple times, the mean of the sample means is expected to be exactly, or very close to, $5. However, there would be variance across those means. The larger the variance of the means, the more variable are the data in the population, and the less confidence the analyst has that any given sample mean is close to the population mean.
Therefore, the "variance of the mean" can be a useful tool in interpreting data.
Because collecting data from an entire population (i.e., conducting a census) or from multiple samples is usually infeasible because of cost or other reasons, one sample is generally collected for analysis. Such is the case for the CE. Nevertheless, the variance of the mean can be estimated from the single sample. In an unweighted sample (i.e., each observation represents only itself), the variance of the mean is estimated to be the variance of the sample divided by the total number of observations in the sample. For example, if group 2 in the first example above had been a random sample of 20 members (10 members spending $0 and 10 members spending $10) from the full (300,000) population (instead of being a population itself), the variance of the mean would be $1.32 (i.e., $26.32/20). However, CE sample data are weighted to reflect the population (i.e., each participating consumer unit represents itself and a number of others like it), so computation of the variance of the mean is more complicated, and explaining it fully is beyond the scope of this article. 46 Regardless, the square root of the variance of the mean (unweighted or weighted) is known as the standard error (SE) of the mean for the expenditure (or other variable) of interest.
Note that the experimental table from which the data in table 1 of this article are derived includes information about the "coefficient of variation" (CV). In CE tables, the CV is computed by dividing the SE of the expenditure by the mean expenditure. Technically, this is the relative standard error of the mean, as the numerator of the "true" CV is the standard deviation (i.e., the square root of the variance before dividing it by the number of observations in the sample), not the SE. Regardless, the CV provides information on how variable the data are relative to the mean.
As with the variance of the mean, the larger the CV, the greater the spread of the data around the mean, and the less confidence the analyst has that a particular mean is close to the population mean. However, unlike the "absolute" SE, the CV is a "relative" number, conveniently expressed as a percentage, helping to compare different types of data. For example, $1,000 might seem like a large number for the SE of the mean derived from a given sample. But if that number is associated with a mean of $10,000, the CV is 10 percent, and if the number is associated with a mean of $100,000, the CV is only 1 percent. So, while each sample has the same absolute SE, the variation around the mean is relatively less for the second sample than for the first. 2 An Internet search of the phrase "next generation better off" yields countless hits in support of one or the other side of the debate, with some arguments citing developments in technology as evidence for the "better off" side and others pointing to high student loan debt or recent sluggish economic growth as evidence for the "worse off" side.
3 See Consumer Expenditure Survey (U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics), https://www.bls.gov/cex/.
4 Perhaps one might say that the old bane of the Baby Boomers, the "generation gap," is at last receding.
However, the first interview was only for bounding purposes. For example, if the respondent reported purchasing a $500 refrigerator with certain characteristics in both the first and second interviews, the interviewer would confirm whether this reporting was for the same refrigerator (a single purchase reported twice) or for two separate purchases of identical refrigerators. The bounding interview "was dropped at the beginning of 2015 to save money and reduce respondent burden and collection costs" (https://www.bls.gov/opub/ hom/cex/design.htm). For more information about the dropping of the bounding interview, see Ian Elkin, "Recommendation regarding the use of a CE bounding interview" (U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, May 2013), https://www.bls.gov/cex/research_papers/pdf/ Recommendation-Regarding-the-Use-of-a-CE-Bounding-Interview.pdf.
16 Before 2015, income data were collected in the second and fifth interviews, and data on assets and liabilities were collected in the fifth interview. Since 2015, income data have been collected in the first and fourth interviews, and data on assets and liabilities have been collected in the fourth interview. As indicated in the previous note, this change results from the dropping of the bounding interview, whereby the former "second" interview has become the new "first."
17 Intriguingly, homeownership rates mostly rise across generations, but are smaller for the GI generation than for the Silent generation. This result may be due to the fact that members of the GI generation who move to assisted-living (or similar) facilities are considered "renters" in the CE. Because the average income for both the Silent and GI generations is well below the increased-premium threshold, the higher premium for higher income is not a likely explanation for the difference in health insurance expenditures. However, the average income for the Silent generation is much higher than that for the GI generation, and it is possible that there are some high-income consumer units in the Silent generation sample that incur the higher premiums and increase the mean health insurance premium.
Nevertheless, this possibility cannot be tested without examining the CE microdata. In addition, it is possible that the Silent generation consumer units are more likely to purchase Medicare Part D coverage (or other supplemental insurance plans) than are the GI generation consumer units. Once again, exploring this possibility would require investigation of CE microdata (detail on subcategories of health insurance expenditures is not included in the experimental table on which the present research is based) and is beyond the scope of this work.
scope of this article, whose primary focus is on Millennials (who, incidentally, also spend the least per member on healthcare in the aggregate or at the component level). Boomers is less than the upper bound for Generation X. Therefore, the means are statistically indistinguishable.
A more appropriate test is the t-test, which also uses SEs to compute a probability that the observed means differ because of actual differences in the populations examined rather than because of natural variation across samples from these populations. However, 24 The estimate for apparel and services expenditures for own children under age 2 is computed by subtracting expenditures for gifts of apparel and services for children under age 2 in the section at the end of the experimental table from the total expenditure shown in the apparel and services section. Specifically, Millennials spend $168.85 on apparel and services for children under age 2, and of this amount, $54.12 is for gifts. The difference, $114.73, is for expenditures on children within Millennial consumer units. Generation X spends the second most on gifts of, and own children's, apparel and services (for children under age 2), whereas the GI generation spends the least on gifts of, and (not surprisingly) own children's, apparel and services (again, for children under age 2). ." However, it is not clear from these five items how to obtain a price per pound for "poultry." This list does not necessarily include every poultry item that might be part of the CE poultry category. Even if it did, it is not clear how, given the data available, one can find the average price paid by the average consumer unit.
For example, if the average consumer unit purchased the same amount of every item in the poultry category, one could reasonably take a straight average of the prices in order to compute an average price for poultry. But what if the average consumer unit purchased 3 pounds of one item, 2 pounds of a second, and other amounts of the remaining items? Similarly, while the items that compose the "beef and veal" category in the CPI are even more extensive (ground chuck; ground beef; beef for stew, boneless; etc.), they do not necessarily represent all possible beef items, and the weighting question still remains.
The CPI also publishes price indexes for "beef and veal," "pork," "poultry," and "fish and seafood." However, these indexes can only demonstrate which items have experienced larger or smaller price changes (increases or decreases) over time, not relative prices at a point in time. To understand the importance of this insight, consider a food item that costs $100 today and another that costs $1 MONTHLY LABOR REVIEW today. If tomorrow the price of the first item were to fall to $90 and that of the second were to increase to $1.10, the first item would experience a 10-percent price decline and the second a 10-percent price increase. Presumably, most families would deem the first item "too expensive" for regular purchasing regardless of purchase period, but they might not react strongly to the increase in price for the second item. This is a reasonable supposition even if the first item is regarded as "better" than the second by some criterion 
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The item "canned noodle/macaroni" (i.e., canned pasta) is included as an element of the category "miscellaneous prepared foods."
40 As noted in the CE glossary (https://www.bls.gov/cex/csxgloss.htm), "Mortgage principal paid on owned property includes the reduction of mortgage principal on a mortgage or home equity loan for a home or any other property. (This is not included in homeowner costs but is repayment of a loan.)" Therefore, mortgage principal is included as a change in liabilities, rather than an expenditure. For the values discussed in the text regarding the allocation of the housing outlays, the reduction in mortgage principal, along with mortgage interest payments, is included as a positive outlay.
41 Part of this difference may be due to the Affordable Care Act, under which adults ages 26 or younger can be covered under their parents' insurance if they meet certain conditions. See, for example, https://www.dol.gov/agencies/ebsa/about-ebsa/our-activities/ resource-center/faqs/young-adult-and-aca. 43 See https://www.bls.gov/cex/pumd.htm for an overview of CE microdata, and https://www.bls.gov/cex/pumd_data.htm for the data files.
44 The variance is computed by finding the deviation of each observation from the mean of the observations, squaring each deviation, and dividing the sum of the squared deviations by 1 less than the total number of observations (i.e., the total number of observations minus 1). In the second group, the mean expenditure is $5, and each observation is either $10 or $0. Therefore, dropping the dollar sign, each deviation is either 5 or −5 (i.e., 10 − 5 or 0 − 5), and each squared deviation is 25. In this example, each observation has the same squared deviation, so the sum of the deviations is simply the squared deviation for one observation 46 The technique used is the method of "balanced repeated replication" (BRR). In the case of the CE, 44 "half sample" weights are 
